This paper examines the diverse forms of public opposition, protest, criticism and complaint in the UK on the staging of the 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games in London. Our discussion draws heavily on empirical research, primarily fieldwork and interviews in East London with local residents, opposition groups, business people, politicians and other stakeholders. The paper is separated into three main parts.
Introduction
The London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games represented the UK's largest and most expensive peacetime event. The Games were widely praised for succeeding in delivering secure venues, spectacular athletic performances and event ceremonies, and sustained post-event support from the UK public (The Guardian, 25 December 2012) . However, the Games were marked by a diversity of public conflicts and criticisms, particularly in East London where the main events were staged, ranging from complaints over organizational detail through to concerted anti-Olympic campaigns.
In this paper, we examine the full range of these critical and oppositional responses to the 2012
Olympics at national and community levels. Our discussion is separated into three broad parts.
First, we set the scene by detailing the relatively poor and dislocated social context in which the London Olympics were primarily situated, in the London Borough of Newham. Second, we differentiate six specific fields of conflict, criticism and complaint surrounding London 2012, and examine these in turn. Third, in conclusion, we consider several reasons for the relatively limited socio-political impact of these expressions of opposition and criticism. Our analysis is broadly empirical, as we draw on a rich volume of research data accumulated before, during and after the Olympics, in order to draw out the diversity and complexity of public experiences and perspectives with regard to hosting the world's biggest sporting mega-event.
In terms of its sociological context, this paper engages with two fields of research. First, as we explain below, London 2012 was a heavily commodified event with major implications for the local host communities. Hence, our study is broadly located within prior critical analyses of the impacts of the commodification of sport. Much of this prior work has been undertaken in the UK, notably on local, largely working-class football communities and subcultures, revealing how commodification processes engender senses of disenfranchisement and marginalization, expressions of resistance and opposition, and 'market pragmatic' views on how sport clubs should be run within a commercial environment (see Critcher 1979; Giulianotti 2005; Hargreaves 1986; Kennedy & Kennedy 2013; Taylor 1970 Taylor , 1971 Walsh & Giulianotti 2007 ).
The second and more substantial research context for this paper relates to the body of critical literature on the hosting of sport mega-events. Critical social scientists in political sociology, urban geography, and the sociology of sport have explored the negative impact of hosting these events in terms of astronomical costs, loss of affordable housing, weakening of civil liberties and human rights, intensified policing, and the creation of sterile zones of neo-liberal consumption and residence. This research has largely focused on the hosting of specific sport mega-events, Lenskyj 2002; Rowe 2012; Klauser 2008; Boykoff 2011; Boyle and Haggerty 2011; Dyck 2012; Cornelissen 2012; Armstrong et al. 2011; Fussey et al. 2011) . These studies have also been largely conducted in situ within event locations, and often with a particular emphasis on the impact of policing and security upon the transformation of urban space. Some of this workespecially by Lenskyj (2002 Lenskyj ( , 2008 , as well as Armstrong et al. (2011) , Fussey et al. (2011) and Cornelissen (2012) -has discussed how local institutions and social movements in these host cities seek to influence or to resist the staging of these events. Recently, London 2012 has been the subject of several critical publications, for example by Houlihan and Giulianotti (2012) and Silk (2011) ; and, in the more empirically-based, substantial research by Armstrong et al (2011) and Fussey et al (2011) on the pre-event impacts in East London, by Timms (2012) on workers' rights campaigns surrounding the event, and in our other studies of how mobility issues adversely affected local communities (Giulianotti et al. 2014 ).
Evidently, these two research fields have produced highly insightful and influential bodies of work. However, one significant research gap relates to the lack of a comprehensive case-study of the full range of critical public responses to the hosting of a heavily commodified sport megaevent such as the Olympic Games or football's World Cup finals. One particular research lacuna has related to engaging with, and capturing the views of, a wide diversity of local people, including those who are not involved in community-based organizations or anti-event activism. This paper seeks to address directly this research gap by setting out the full range of critical responses to London 2012 that emerged within the public sphere, with particular reference to the host community. In doing so, we develop a model of six fields or types of public opposition, criticism and complaint towards the hosting of London 2012. The model which we generate here may be applied to examine and to understand other hallmark events in sport and beyond.
Our paper is substantially empirical in focus for two main reasons. First, we are committed to giving full expression to the very rich and substantial data which we collected before, during and after London 2012. Second, to develop this six-fold model, we relied broadly on a form of 'thematic analysis', in which we subjected our substantial data to several layers or stages of analysis in order to identify the key themes within critical public responses to the Olympics. As we show in the main part of the paper, this mode of analysis also enabled us to identify, within each of the six fields, several sub-fields or 'sub-themes' of public critical response. Thus, our research has not been 'theory-led', in the sense of having a pre-established theoretical lens before entering the field, and then using such a perspective to select and to analyse data and to write up research findings. Such an approach would not have allowed us to draw out the richness of the data or to generate our six-fold model. However, we do utilize and develop theory in order to situate our study, notably with reference to the research context, and in particular the commercialization processes surrounding London 2012. Moreover, our six-fold model is intended to be portable, and open to critical application and development in other contexts; in this way, the model is intended to enhance significantly the sociological theorization of sport mega-events and the commercialization of sport.
The Research Setting: The Olympics in Stratford/Newham
Our study was undertaken as part of a wider three-year project on the policing and community impacts of London 2012. Our primary research focus was on Stratford, located within the We comprised a team of four researchers conducting concerted research in and around Newham, using multiple methods, which primarily consisted of extensive ethnographic fieldwork, semi-structured interviews, and participant observation. Further data was drawn from official documents such as public reports on the Olympics, and statistics on Newham's demographic profile; and, from the mass media, notably UK newspaper reports and commentaries on the social impacts of the London 2012 Games. In addition, the project built heavily upon our extensive prior personal knowledge and research experience in East London and on sport mega-events respectively (see for example Armstrong et al. 2011; Giulianotti 1991; Hobbs 1989) .
For this paper, data was drawn from our long-term ethnographic fieldwork and participant observation; and, 70 semi-structured interviews with key community stakeholders, including local residents (10 interviews), business owners and representatives (8), employees (8), politicians (8), faith group representatives (5), and service sector officials (4); leaders and participants within Olympic-related opposition and protest movements (15); and, individuals from social groups which came into different kinds of conflict with Olympic-related organization and security (12).
Participant observation was undertaken at 12 anti-Olympic events and demonstrations in East
London, and at 20 Olympic-related community events such as resident and police-public meetings convened before, during and after the Games. 
London 2012: Six Fields of Conflict, Criticism and Complaint
Through a thematic analysis of our substantial data, our research revealed six themes or fields of public conflict, criticism and complaint over the hosting of the Olympics. Each field contained two or three particular types of discontent or opposition. Overall, these fields engaged with diverse Olympic-related issues associated with political economy (e.g. jobs), the environment (e.g. redevelopment of green spaces), civil rights (e.g. freedom of movement), security (e.g. levels 7 See The Telegraph, 27 January 2011; http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-london-12602957. 8 See http://www.newhamworkplace.com/JobsInNewham.htm.
of policing), and social justice (e.g. industrial rights, the rights of less powerful community members). We turn now to consider each field in turn. Games Lanes were quickly derided as 'Zil Lanes', in reference to Moscow traffic lanes reserved 9 The initial £2.37 billion figure which was widely referenced had excluded around £1 billion in public sector spending on Olympic Park infrastructure, and £738 million from the private sector (NAO 2007: 5 Although not opposed to hosting the Games, most critics highlighted broken promises and false assurances from Olympic organisers on the purported local benefits. Three broad criticisms were advanced.
First, a major criticism centred on the Olympics' lack of local economic impact on jobs and businesses.
One Newham business leader informed us:
The clarion call from the government and the Olympic games people at the start that the Olympics are going to be the big lift off for local businesses has turned out to be a load of rubbish… The same applies to employment: most Olympic workers are from outside and coming to live here for a fixed period of time to get the jobs. it was an eerie experience to walk within a hundred metres of 'the world's biggest festival' to find sparsely-populated streets, shops, restaurants and pubs, and few signs of Olympic activity beyond blanket policing and road restrictions. Of all the local businesses that suffered, perhaps the most dramatic losses were incurred by over 30 stallholders who had spent up to £27,000 to join a temporary 'Olympia Market' in nearby Leyton, with the promise of up to 40,000 daily visitors; marooned on a quiet side road, the market attracted hardly any customers and thus folded after a few days.
Second, households and businesses criticized the adverse local impacts of Olympic-related redevelopment.
The most extreme circumstances involved businesses and households which received compulsory purchase orders to clear land for construction of Olympic facilities. One prominent business figure, otherwise supportive of hosting the Olympics, criticized the unnecessary upheaval:
We had just spent two years building a brand new facility for the business with some grant funding from the London Development Agency [LDA] and within a year of moving in we were told, 'You've got to move out because that's where we want to build the Olympic stadium'. For four years we were fighting a battle, basically because there was a huge gap between what the LDA were offering us to relocate and what the actual cost of relocation was… So the Olympics was a huge diversion, it was the way it was handled that was the problem… Our focus was taken off our core business and we lost customers, we lost business, we lost our way.
(Marcus, business owner formerly located in Stratford, January 2012)
Most residents on the demolished Clays Lane Estate in Stratford were relocated into public or social housing; post-move, 39% of former residents believed themselves to be 'worse off', with 49% considering themselves 'better off' (SNU 2008: 15) . One of the strongest critics viewed the development as part of a wider Olympian process of dispossession and dissembling:
This is a land grab. It's about removing from some people what they have and giving it to some other people, and in the process not adequately compensating those people who have been deprived of what they had…. They go on so much about how they're supporting communities and sustaining communities, it's a sort of mantra, the whole language of 'legacy' and 'benefits' is deployed all the time. What really makes you cynical is: you know that this is just rubbish, when you look at the details then it just falls apart in your hands. Our experience is that the claims which they were making for what they were going to deliver, and you might say their ambitions for doing things for local people, just didn't add up to anything. Third, a broader set of complaints centred on the everyday Olympic-related costs incurred by the local community, with few direct benefits. One local community worker summarized the situation thus:
People round here have had nothing from the Olympics. They've had to live with the dust and pollution from the building work since 2005 -you can't hang your clothes out to dry or they get filthy. They've had all the noise from the site. The Olympics were a focus for 'glocal protests' by diverse campaign groups and social movements. These protests were 'glocal' as they centred on global issues (such as industrial rights in developing nations) while having specific 'local' contextualization or application (in this case, with regard to the London Olympics) (cf. Robertson 2004, 2012; Robertson 1992 practices; a longer-term aim was to 'toxify' these corporations before large audiences and the organisers of future hallmark events. Thus, in campaigns, the Olympics' professed greenness was juxtaposed with sponsors' environmental records: for example, Dow Chemical had bought over Union Carbide, the corporation responsible for the 1984 Bhopal gas-leak disaster in India, which killed tens of thousands and seriously injured over 500,000; BP were responsible for the 2010 oil spill disaster in the Gulf of Mexico, and had recently initiated controversial oil extraction in Tar Underlying these glocal campaigns was a sophisticated critical social analysis of the Olympics as a form of festival capitalism:
We're also looking at the Games in terms of projection of corporate power. So it's not just a projection of the state, but also the projection of capital and again the appropriation of public space by capital… So instead of it being Olympic Games which are celebrating the achievements of humanity and jumping higher, running faster and swimming further or whatever it is, it's actually about monopoly capitalism moving in on that space, excluding those who wish to take part in it, whether it be traders in Cape Town or whether it be businesses locally which aren't allowed to put up things saying 'Special Olympic Offer' on your tea and toast.
(Stuart, anti-poverty activist, April 2012)
5) Situationist Spectacles and Neo-Tribal Transgressions
Some of the most striking ways in which different social groups caught wider public attention centred on relatively spontaneous and informal forms of protest or transgression in prominent social settings. These types of event took two main forms.
First, there were various acts of transgression by neo-tribal formations. We use the term 'neo-tribe' in the sense of Maffesoli (1996) here, to refer to relatively loose social formations and spaces, communities of sentiment and feeling, which arise often in response to social fragmentation, and enabling participants to drift in and out. The most spectacular incident featured the Critical Second, various situationist spectacles were created by both formal protest groups and informal social groupings. The situationists were a group of radical European theorists, artists and activists which was active from the mid-1950s to early 1970s. The leading situationist theorist, Guy Debord (1970) , argued that modern life had degenerated into a 'society of the spectacle', in which individuals were passive 'spectators', as modern social relations were artificially shaped and defined by commodities, media images, and ideological representations. The situationists indicated that the media-led spectacle might be exposed or opposed through the staging of satirical, unsettling and libertarian actions and situations before public spectators. One situationist strategy is détournement, which points to both diversion and subversion, and refers to how commodities and images associated with the spectacle or capitalism may be adapted or imitated to produce critical or radical messages (cf. Plant 1992: 86) . Contemporary examples of détournement may include 'subvertising' (subversions of advertising) wherein corporate adverts are adjusted or amended by campaign groups to produce critical messages on these corporations. Games Monitor has been a long-standing public resource and outlet for critical research, news and information on the Olympics.
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The most significant public protest events were the Counter Olympics March and the Olympic Protest Torch Relay. Both events highlighted the transnational reach and connectivities of the anti-Olympic movement. We would also argue that both events represented forms of festival anticapitalism, in terms of drawing together diverse groups that shared inter alia substantial opposition to different aspects of Olympic 'festival capitalism', in order to produce forms of protest which were socially informal, colourful, and celebratory. However, both events also highlighted some of the limitations surrounding the mobilization of critics and protestors regarding the Olympics. 
Concluding Comments
In this paper we have sought to advance social scientific understanding of the staging of sport mega-events with reference to the diverse forms of opposition, criticism and complaint that emerge within host societies. There are many reasons why this area of research is important for sociologists and other social scientists. To summarize, we may note the following: first, the staging of these expanding, hugely expensive events is a major public issue for host societies and is therefore a significant subject of research inquiry; second, there are critical social justice issues to examine here, particularly in how local communities (often already poor, marginalized and disenfranchised) tend to experience the worst impacts of event hosting; third, this research may have democratic and political benefits, in revealing significant yet submerged counterperspectives, as event hosting otherwise tends to secure cross-party support and media backing, thereby restricting the scope for dissent and criticism to be aired within the public sphere; fourth, more broadly, this research registers diverse forms of public unease and opposition towards the wider commodification of sport, the construction of 'festival capitalism' around major events, and 'New Right two-step' policies on sport-related urban redevelopment and regeneration. We would therefore urge social scientists to investigate future mega-events by engaging with individuals and social groups within local communities, while also exploring the full range of critical stances towards the hosting of these events.
In studying London 2012, we have endeavoured to advance several concepts and an explanatory model on the Games which may be used to research other mega-events. First, we introduced the concepts of 'festival capitalism' and 'New Right two-step' policies to explain the event's political economic context. Various public criticisms of London 2012 were linked to the festival capitalism surrounding the event, notably regarding the specific choice and ubiquitous celebration of corporate sponsors, the Olympic mobility system which funnelled visitors and spectators into mall shopping, and the event's overall public cost. Moreover, several of our research groups and interviewees highlighted in broad terms how public expenditure was being directed to assist the privatization of urban spaces through the Olympics. Here, we witness the confluence of the New Right two-step and festival capitalism through the wider privatization of urban neighbourhoods: first, inspired by the mega-event planning agenda, vast public expenditure is harnessed to clear the ground, build infrastructure, and reinvent spatial identity, in order, second, to draw in primarily private owners, investors, residents and consumers. At
London 2012, the New Right two step policies featured three types of development initiative:
first, direct Olympic projects (notably, the construction of Olympic Park and other venues);
second, transnational consumer projects (specifically, the Westfield shopping mall); and third, broader development and infrastructure projects (encompassed in one masterplan). These three categories of may be used to examine the political economy of urban redevelopment projects that surround other sport mega-events.
Second, we have sought to advance beyond prior, partial studies of resistant movements at sport mega-events, in order to examine the full spectrum of critical and oppositional responses at national and community levels to London 2012. Specifically, we identified six fields of public opposition, criticism and complaint:
-first, national criticisms, centred on costs, core-periphery issues, and resource distribution, such as tickets and transport routes;
-second, community criticisms, centred on the low impact of the Olympics on local jobs and businesses (including loss of trade), the negative impacts of redevelopment (such as relocation), and the everyday negative experiences of living in an Olympic construction area;
-third, issue-specific campaigns and protests, centred on the environment, security, and industrial disputes;
-fourth, 'glocal' protests, centred on the participation of specific nations and sponsors;
-fifth, neo-tribal acts of transgression and situationist spectacles; and,
-sixth, anti-Olympic forums and demonstrations, which offered strong actual and virtual platforms for different opponents and critics.
In terms of scale, the first two categories here were by far the most substantial: at both community and national level, primary and secondary data pointed to a large volume of criticism, ranging from scepticism through to opposition, over the hosting of the Olympics. In some contrast, categories three, four and five reflected relatively small-scale and often localized forms of opposition, resistance and transgression towards different aspects of London 2012. Overall, these six fields may be applied as a model to examine critical public responses to the hosting of other mega-events, in sport or otherwise.
To conclude, we ask whether more substantial or unified political impacts might have been achieved by the multifarious critical voices at London 2012. In response, three points might be made that are relevant to this and other events.
First, the individuals and social groups within these six fields were not assembled into a relatively unified movement. Indeed, the coordination of a collective opposition movement only came into full effect in 2012; relatively late, as the Olympics were awarded to London in mid-2005.
Overall, the first two fields (national and community critics) remained relatively separate from the other four fields. Future protest groups on mega-events might look to bridge this gap; at London 2012, there was common ground for exploring such links, given wider public and media criticisms on issues such as 'Zil Lanes' and ticket distribution. Additionally, some interviewees believed that the counter-Olympic movement might have engaged more fully with local community members whose Olympic experiences were relatively negative. As one participant on the counter-Olympic demonstration commented to us:
It was a bit too focused on abstract things, theoretical things, like corporate power.
You'd get that from a white, middle-class, often older audience which was there, which is fine. But I can't see that it offered much connection with local people, with the problems faced by younger black men round here for example. They could have done more on local issues, like local policing here.
(Natalie, anti-Olympic activist, August 2012)
Second, most Olympic-related protests were the subject of close regulation by police and typically squeezed out into locations where contact with wider publics, particularly Olympicrelated visitors, was relatively low. For example, the route for the major anti-Olympic march, and separate protests on Sri Lanka, Nepal, the Towbridge footpath, did not come near to
Olympic Park or to any large Olympic-related crowds. This spatial marginalization undermined the engagement of particular opposition movements with wider publics and the media at Future sport mega-events and other forms of festival capitalism will continue to attract diverse forms of opposition, criticism and complaint. If critical forces are to enhance their impacts, it is important that they engage fully with a wide cross-section of critics at community and national levels, while also seeking to avoid peripheral spaces for the location of public protests. More significantly, such opposition groups might also note the potential of other approaches towards resisting or transgressing festival capitalism. Spectacular neo-tribal activities, situationist performances, and engaging with radical community-based organizations all provide ways in which public attention might be diverted and captured. At the same time, these practices also seek to evade, or to mock, or to challenge symbolically, some of the key issues surrounding the hosting of sport mega-events in regard to political economy, security, and social justice.
